Abstract
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Introduction

30
Projective mapping (also known as Napping®) followed by a descriptive step has been 31 extensively used in the last years as an alternative tool for the description of products 32 and packs with consumers. It is considered a holistic approach to product profiling, 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64 on products differently when describing, than when stating their preference or choice.
82
With this background it is of great interest to study how consumers approach the PM 83 task when preference or choice is used as a criterion. 3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65   5 The objective of this study was to explore a new affective approach to projective 85 mapping, with bread as case study, basing product categorization on consumers' 86 choice or preference, and to compare it to the classic preference mapping approach.
87
This approach might provide information that is more realistic for product developers 88 and marketers during the process of product development and launch in the market. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64 
Consumers' sample
125
The consumers included in the study (n=50) were recruited from Nofima's consumers 126 database, they were frequent consumers of wholemeal bread (more than twice per 
Session 1 -Classic PM, blind and informed
130
All participants were instructed in the use of the PM technique with a descriptive step.
131
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Blind PM
141
The eight bread samples were presented simultaneously for direct comparison. Each 142 sample was presented in a transparent Ziploc® bag coded with 3-digit numbers on a 143 sticker. This type of presentation facilitated the location of the samples on the A2 sheet.
144
The participants had to observe, smell and taste the breads, and then placed the 145 samples on the A2 sheet. Once they decided on the positioning, they should write the 146 codes on the sheet, and write the terms describing the perceived characteristics of the 147 sample or group of samples close to the corresponding code.
148
Informed PM
149
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Here is the frobenius norm, F k the consensus obtained with A=2 components for 225 consumer k, and F ik the projected coordinates of consumer k from session i (i=1,2,3).
226
The SI aims to measure the variation around the consensus, and it is clear from the that residuals are larger than the variation between the samples within the consensus.
230
The SI can also be computed for the complete data set in one session to measure the 231 overall agreement of the consensus.
232
All the words provided by the participants in the description phase of the PM were 233 analyzed qualitatively. The terms generated to describe the samples were grouped by 234 consensus between two researchers, considering synonymous and derived words.
235
Terms mentioned by at least 5% of the consumers were retained for further analysis 
244
The MFA analyses from the PM data were performed with the package FactoMineR
245
(http://factominer.free.fr/) in R (version 3.2.2).
246
The chi-square per cell analysis was run with an XL macro as in Symoneaux et al.
247
(2012). 
Results
252
It is important to point out that the objective of this methodological research was not to category under study, the analysis was continued on the other 2 clusters. taste and salty), added to the rejection of B8.
284
These liking patterns could also be observed by looking into the multidimensional 285 representation of products and consumers in an internal preference map (Figure 2 ).
286
In the following sections the obtained two clusters will be explained by the descriptive 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 13 scenarios, but they were still good (0.86). This can also be appreciated from the 303 superimposed representation of the samples in the multiple factor analyses (Figure 3 ).
304
For most of the samples, QDA was further away in the perceptual space to the 305 consensus, but still keeping a similar relative positioning between samples. These 306 results suggest that consumers might react similarly when assessing products blindly 307 and informed, and even when basing on their preference rather than on the products' 308 descriptive characters. Moreover, the high correlations to QDA indicate that the 309 assessments are mostly based on the sensory aspects.
310
In the descriptive step of blind PM , consumers generated 75 different terms in total to 311 describe the sample set, comprising mainly sensory terms (47) but also hedonic and 312 some related to usage and attitudes. In the descriptive step of the informed PM,
313
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General Discussion
466
The fact that consumers might react similarly when mapping products based on their 467 preferences or choice as compared to when they do based on the products' descriptive 468 similarities or differences, and that these mappings might be mostly based on the 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64 
494
The reported stability of sample configurations in blind and informed conditions, also 495 shown by the present study, and the modulator effect of the context of the test, make 496 sense in an analytic descriptive framework. This is because consumers use the 497 available information to sort samples in a bi-dimensional perceptual space, which would 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64 
509
(2014).
510
The idea behind this method and some of the results of the present study were which we now detail in this work.
522
However, before these two studies, there was no experience with changing the 523 cognitive framework when realising PM, from an analytic mapping to an affective 524 mapping, and our results suggest that consumers would be somehow performing a
525
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568
The limited number of consumers used in this study (n=50) did not allow to draw 569 conclusions about implications for the bread category in the Norwegian market,
570
although this was not an objective of this work, but a proof of principle of the approach.
571
However, the clear differences found when comparing the PM make these data strong 
576
It is indeed interesting how PM-C, allowed for this "unfolding" on a seemingly 2-step 577 processing and conveying of the information: firstly a sensory description followed by 578 an in depth hedonic and behavioural description, this deserves further research.
579
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702
The analysis was run in the complete data table. Data are displayed in three groups
703
(sensory terms, hedonic terms and usage and attitudes terms) for better understanding.
704
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